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Sir: 




The Office Action mailed February 4, 2003, has been carefully reviewed and the 
following remarks have been submitted in consequence thereof. In response to the election 
requirement set forth in the Office Action, Applicants elect, with traverse, for prosecution in this 
application all claims of Group II as identified in the Office Action. Claims 1-27, 37-44, and 54- 
58 are in the elected claim group. 

Reconsideration of the restriction requirement imposed under 35U.S.C.§121is 
respectfully requested. The restriction requirement is traversed because the inventions set out by 
the claims in Groups I and II are clearly related. Applicants submit that a thorough search and 
examination of either claim group would be relevant to the examination of the other group and 
would not be a serious burden on the Examiner. Indeed, the claims of Group I and the claims of 
Group II are encompassed by a single class (Class 705) and by a single subclass (Subclass 36), 
and it is not evident how the searching of a single class and single subclass could present an 
unreasonable burden on the Examiner. Because the claims in Group I and II are encompassed by 
a single class and single subclass, the assertion that the claim groups have a acquired a separate 
status in the art because of their recognized divergent subject matter is respectfully traversed and 
submitted to be unsupportable on the present record. Therefore, to the extent that the restriction 
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requirement relies on this assertion, it is respectfully submitted that the restriction requirement is 
improper and should be withdrawn. 

In addition, requirements for restriction are not mandatory under 35 U.S. C. Accordingly, 
reconsideration of the restriction requirement is requested. 

The objection to the request to correct the inventorship for the present patent application 
is respectfully traversed. The Office Action provides that Applicants' Request to Correct 
Inventorship is deficient because "it lacks the written consent of any assignee of one of the 
originally named inventors." However, Applicants respectfully submit that an assignment was 
not filed when the present patent application was originally filed with the Patent Office nor was 
an assignment filed prior to the filing of the Request to Correct Inventorship. More specifically, 
based on our review of the file, it appears that the only assignment filed in this matter was mailed 
on March 26, 2002, the same day the Request to Correct Inventorship was mailed to the Patent 
Office. Since the assignment and the Request to Correct Inventorship were mailed to the Patent 
Office on the same day, and since the assignment was signed by all inventors, including the 
added inventors, Applicants believe that written consent from an assignee of the originally 1 
named inventor is not required. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request that the objection 
to the request to correct the inventorship be withdrawn. 



Respectfully Submitted, 




Daniel M. Fitzgerald 
Registration No. 38,880 
ARMSTRONG TEASDALE LLP 



One Metropolitan Square, Suite 2600 
St. Louis, Missouri 63102-2740 
(314) 621-5070 
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